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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to the application filed on 3/26/2004. Claims 1-26 have 
been submitted for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



1. Claims 1, 3-5, 7, 10-14, 20-22, and 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Brown et al. (US Patent 6,879,139 B2), hereinafter simply Brown. 



Regarding claim 1, Brown teaches a controller comprising: 

a logic core having a plurality of inputs and a plurality of outputs (Fig. 1, 

PRIMARY CONTROL UNIT 11 and SECONDARY CONTROL UNIT 12; column 4, 

lines 24-67); and 

a memory (column 2, lines 55-58); 

wherein the controller functions as a state machine and upon the transition from 
a state to a succeeding state the operation of the logic core (column 5, lines 13-24) 
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is modified in accordance with data held in the memory (column 3, lines 60-67; column 
5, lines 54-67). 

Regarding claim 3, Brown teaches a controller, in which the logic core includes a 
fault detector (column 3, lines 41-52). 

Regarding claim 11, Brown teaches a controller in which the logic core 
comprises a sequence detector (column 3, lines 41-52). 

Regarding claims 4 and 12, Brown teaches a controller, in which the fault 
detector has a plurality of inputs and a lesser number of outputs (column 4, lines 38- 
52). 

Regarding claims 5 and 13, Brown teaches a controller, in which the fault 
detector has a single output (column 2, lines 27-34). 

Regarding claim 7, Brown teaches a controller, in which at least one input 
detector has multiple signal inputs (column 4, lines 24-67) and it is responsive to the 
order in which the signal inputs change (column 1 , lines 46-57). 

Regarding claim 10, Brown teaches a controller, in which the logic core includes 
a combinational logic unit having a plurality on inputs and a single output, and 
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wherein at least one of the inputs is selectively maskable and invertable such that the 
combinational logic unit can be arranged to look for the occurrence of a plurality of 
input signals being in a predetermined state, and to assert a first predetermined 
output signal when the input signals are in the predetermined state and a second 
predetermined output signal when the input signals are not in the predetermined state 
(column 2, lines 35-50). 

Regarding claim 14, Brown teaches a controller, in which the sequence detector 
comprises a multiplexer responsive to a selection control word to select only one of 
the plurality of inputs (column 12, lines 5-9). 

Regarding claims 20 and 21, Brown teaches a controller in which the memory is 
user programmable (column 3, lines 53-67). 

Regarding claim 22, Brown teaches a controller, in which the memory is non- 
volatile (column 2, lines 55-58). 

Regarding claim 25, Brown teaches a power supply controller (column 3, lines 
53-59). 

Regarding claim 26, Brown teaches an integrated circuit including a controller 
(column 5, lines 10-13). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

2. Claims 2, 6, 9, 8, 15-19 and 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brown et al. (US Patent 6,879,139 B2), hereinafter simply Brown, in 
view of MacSorley et al. (US Patent 3,626,427), hereinafter simply MacSorley. 

Regarding claims 6 and 23, Brown teaches a controller, in which at least one 
input of the fault detector is associated with a respective input detector which is 
responsive to at least one of: a mask/select control signal for determining whether an 
input signal at a signal input of the input detector should be taken into consideration by 
the fault detector (column 3, lines 53-67). 
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Brown fails to teach an invert signal for causing an output signal from the input 
detector to be inverted with respect to the input signal. MacSorley teaches an invert 
signal for causing an output signal from the input detector to be inverted with respect to 
the input signal (column 28, lines 35-50; column 48, lines 68-75). At the time of 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
the Brown with MacSorley. The motivation for doing so would have been a protection of 
the storage by storage protection circuitry and address the unreachable portion of 
storage (column 335, lines 74-75; column 336, lines 1-10). 

Regarding claim 2, Brown and MacSorely teach a controller, in which the logic 
core represents a state having up to three outputs (See Brown, column 4, lines 24-67, 
it is clear that outputs can be up to three). 

Regarding claim 8, Brown and MacSorley teaches a controller, in which the 
fault detector includes combinational logic for combining its inputs in a logical OR (See 
MacSorely, column 48, lines 1-10). 

Regarding claims 9 and 15, Brown and MacSorely teach a controller, in which 
an output of the fault detector is supplied to a device arranged in a first mode to pass 
the output of the fault detector in a non-inverted state (See MacSorely, column 29, lines 
60-64) and in a second mode to invert the output of the fault detector (See MacSorely, 
column 28, lines 35-50; column 48, lines 68-75). 
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Regarding claims 16 and 17, Brown and MacSorely teach a controller in which 
the sequence detector further includes a sequence timer arranged to assert an output 
signal only when an input condition monitored by the sequence detector has been in a 
predetermined state for a predetermined period (See MacSorely, column 224, lines 20- 
26). 

Regarding claims 18 and 24, Brown and MacSorely teach a controller as 
claimed in claim 1 , in which the logic core comprises a time out circuit having a time 
out timer selectively arranged to assert an output a predetermined period after the logic 
core has entered a state (See MacSorely, column 76, lines 1-8). 

Regarding claim 19, Brown and MacSorely teaches a controller, in which the time 
out timer is programmable (See MacSorely, column 333, lines 25-45). 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel B. Ko whose telephone number is 571-272-8194. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Reginald G. Bragdon can be reached on 571-272-4204. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





Daniel B. Ko 
AU2189 
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